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ABSTRACT 

This article attempts' to refute d.M. Perlmutter's 
claim that the syntactic component in Spanish grammar can generate 
structures that are grammatical at the deep structure level but not 
at the surface structure level* and that it is necessary to impose a 
surface structure constraint (SSC) as a filter to reject the 
ungrammatical structures. The principal evidence Perlmutter cites for 
the necessity of tne SSC is the behavior of the Spanish particle 
"se,« However, it is demonstrated here that there is at least one 
case in which a different deep structure analysis of "se" would 
obviate the need for a SSC. Perlmutter's analyses of the other 
sources of "se" are also examined critically. It is suggested that 
the whole notion of SSCs deserves fresh examination. (LG) 
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COxMi{XILUKING Si'AKISH SUiiFACE STRUCTURE 




Parlmuttei: has made the claim i:.at: 

order to cliaracterize cortoin Spani,yh senCuucos as un- 
graojaatir.ril > it is necessary to impose a surface /iti^w.'^ture 
aonstraint thai acts as a filter and rcjuctij as ungr;immatxcfll 
any ficntence uhat contains object pronom^s that are not ir* cue 
prescribed order* It happens that in certain canes whure the 
surface litructur^? that renultfj ^rom a particular deep atractun^ 
in rejected ungramroatica] by the j^urface structun* confitr;UaL, 
there in no way to actualize that deep structure as a gratamatical 
sentence. Aa a result, theie are wull-^formed deep structurt-a 
to which there corresponds uo granoDatical surtace structutct,' 
(1971 ;xi) 

Strong stuff indeed. He is in effect claiciing that the syntactic 
component can generate structures which arc and at the ^ame tiwe 
are not grammatical. Expressed rather di t f »rrently : there arv» 
semantically weU-£onm3d structures that cannot oe ^put into words' • 

In the idlii 'sixties, when the notion was first llo?ited, tht-re 
was no public outcry a«ainf?t the absurdity ot: it all. Indeed, Marta- 
Luif»a Rivero produced a cogent argum^-^nt (1970) showing that tht' 
grammatical machinery then available was unequal to tht: task of gen- 
erating Spanish negatives, without reccucn^e to a suciact* structure 
constraint (henceforth SSC). Ccntreraa and Rojas (1972) ar»; miidiy 
critical of Ptrlmutter, but seek to re line his ar^jumenc, not inipugu 
his axioiQ. And in her recent review of Perlmuifer * s wKniograph, Rivero'i; 
only faint anj^iety abnut an otherwise 'rirst-rate piece of research' 
(1973:701) is that 'it may appear at first that they LSSCsj 
produce a>oiv powerful graaucars and a wuaki^r theory.^ 

Thojje worried by this turn of events will be cheered by the 
uncompromising opposition oi M*Sr Beukenkamp, who pourf. withering 
scorn oa the whole idea of SSCa: 

• this point it is pc-rtinent to a^k about the explanatory 
power of a devict^ such as a 5SC« It Itas none. A SSC does 
not explain anything. It is merely an expression of despair, 
like throwing one's arms up in the air and confessing that in 
spite of all the powerful machinery have at our dispw^sal, we 
are not able to filter cut ill-formed sentences so wr givi.* up 
aud add an extra piece of machinery at the end of tUe production 
line in order to discard the "bad sentences*^ . • (19/3:6) 

Unfortunately, Beukenkamp's solution of generating clitics in the Ba.^e 
and having at ihis^ point an ordering constraint identical to Per Imutter' s, 
advances very little along the road to explanatory adequacy. 
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So much by way of proenbU', Vcxn'nti^x.^H principal, bat not 
exclusive, evidence for the exiat«nce of SSCa in tb»: ijohaviour in 
Spanish of rhe particle ae. No feeuten:o is acceptable which bas 
*3e ee as a sequence, yet there are, Perlmiitter claims, underlying 
structuircs which are perfectly well-formed and which under normal 
circumstances would give rise to the forbidden sequence. Atter 
rejecting conscraints on the base struotuv s or on the traniforraaciona, 
he concludes that u * template' to *filter out' the unacceptable strings 
must be incorporated between the tranafonnational and the phonological 
components. The purpose of this note is to demonstrate that there is 
at least one case in which a different decp-aLriicturt- anulyaia of no 
would obviate the need for a SSC. 

How do Pcrlrautter's grantroatlral but unacceptable structures arise? 
In brief, because d« itself has three distinct sources. The first, 
and least controversial, he calls 'spurious': whenever two third-person 
clitic pronouns, the first dative and the second accusative, occur in 
sequeace the dative (either singular, or Z^e, plural) becomes se. 
Thua: 

(1) £nrique dio a Carlos el diario que compraste ayer 
'Henry gave Charles the paper you bought yesterday' 

may be pronominal izod as either: 

(la) Enrique le dio el diario que coupraste ayer, or: 
(lb) Enrique lo dio a Carlos. 

The double pronominalization, however, is 

(Ic) Enrique se lo dio 

for the sentence ^Eririqutf le (or lea) lo dio is ungratnmatical , Perlmutter 
follows the usual practice of accepting this as one of the inexplicable 
facts of life. He sets up a minor transf oraational rule — apparently 
pre-lexical — <o produce the correct form, (n7l;22): 

Pro 
III 
Dative 

So much for the 'spurious' variety. 

Secondly, may be a reflexive pronoun, exactly coioparablc with 
te, noOt 03, aa in: 

(2) me afeito 'I shavt* myself* 

(3) OS vestfs 'you dress yourselves' 

(4) se divierten 'they a'ause themselves'. 

It is recognised that sonus verbs, unlike those in (2-4), are always 
reflexive (e.g. atvever.^ie, avpep>?.ntiv3^) ^ but this has no effect on the 
status of the clitic proaoutu 

thirdly, Perlmutter rocounis^s a 'kind of r.e I will call "impersonal 
for it arises as a result of an underlying Pro subject which is like 
on in French and mti in c;erm.in' (19 71:29). Hence: 



Pro 

nil 

Acc 1 
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(5) En Mljico trabaja omcho 

•la Mftjdco oa« worka hard*. 

of or^Llnin^'i^?."-^"^'*''^' complicated by two ancilUary features 
of pronominaUzation in Spanish, The first is that a 'dative* pronoun 
ia noc always indicative of a 'sioiple* indirect object: it 4 llTllTt 
a conatruction known to Latin grammarians as an 'ethic' dative: 

(6) Se me et^tropeo el aoiabrero 
'My hat got ruined (on lue)' 

(7) Para colmo de todo, se ne le robS el dinero a mi hija 

It was the last atraw when my daughter's monuy got stolen (on. toe)'. 

• "^^^^ attribution is third person, a may be 

involved as a result of the 'spurious' rule: . t- i«.y oe 



(8) Le torcf el brazo =^ (8a) ae lo tore! 

I twisted his arm' sas^ n twisted it (on him)'. 



Secondly, in many contexts, Spanish permits che pronominalization of 
a whole clause or sentence: 

(9) A Maria le permite su padre aalir haata mcdianoche, pero a Laura 
no ae lo permite el auyo, 

'"'''^iLf^f!!*'? allows her to ,.tay out until midnight, but Laura's 
doesn't (allow it to her)*» 

Now the machinery which Perlmuttcr has set up to produce the 
llTJlnJ. ^"'^Pt?Jl^«««t«nf««. produces large numbers of unaccept- 

ci':cru: with :t:;:u^i::[:' ^^^^^^^^^^ ^^^^--^^ 

(•10)^ Si se roba, se se arrepiente pronto 

'T.f one steals, one soon repents (it)' 
(•11) Cuando sc come, se se lava las manos 

'When one eats, one washes one's hands.' 

It seems, however, that there is nothing wrong with this sencence-tr^ime: 

(12) si ae roba, se arriesga mucho 

'If one steals, one risks a lot'« 

Similar problems arise if wu have a sentential pronominalization and .i 
or aT'^thic' :"''"'• '"^"'^ '^^'^ ' '^''''^'^ ^^J-^ 

(n3) A of se me dio el pertniso d*. ausenrarme. pero a Pedro no se :ie lo dio 
J T*' f P«'?^««^''" to absent myself, but Peter wasn't', 

(14) Se le olvido a mi amigo acudir a la cita 

(*14a)s=^Se se lo oividt? 

'It slipped m>- friend's caind (to turn up tu the appoi lunuint' . 

It looks as though PerlMutter is right in claiming that the deep 
structures of *10. *ll. nj. *Ua) are well-formJd both syntactically 
and semantically. that we 11 -motivated transformations applf o l.^m 
and hence that only a mechanism which has access to the surface stricture 
can be used to block the forbidden sequence 6<2 structure 



1 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Before proposing an alternative analysis^ I should like to draw 
attention to two minor — but not insignificant ~ flaws in the case 
as it now atanda. The assertion that we can never have Kite sequence 
^se Be as a surface structure is not quite accurate. It is reali'v a 
question of inuediate dominance: we may not have rvn occurrences) of 
ee in any one S-'dominated structure^ whether ur uot they are contiguous • 
Thus (17) and (18) ~ though far from euphonic arc grammatical^ 
while (*19a) is not: 

(17) El banarse se prohibe 

'Bathing is prohibited^* 
(Id) Antes de i^u»jarse ae cercio2r5 de tener rnaon 

•Before complainir.g, he made sure he was right*' 
(\9) He me le olvid6 a mi amigo acudir a la cita 
(*19a) ss^se S€ se lo oivido ^ 

an untranslatable version of (14) with an •ethic' dative^ Secondly, 
the 'spurious' se rule, simple as it sounds, is not easy to formulate^ 
PerlmuLtcr's version is much better than, for instance. Poster's rather 
disastrous ^^v.tempL (1970), but as he has allowed no mechanism to place 
the clitics in the right order to fulfil the ?5tructural condition, 
presumably nothing but the SSC prevents the generation of ^lo le^ ^los 
le^ ^io lee^ ^loa lea. It seems to me indefensible to set up SSCs to 
prevent the generation of unacceptable string;! whi'^h apparently cannot 
he blocked in any other way, and then to use them to block other 
unacceptable strings which need never have been generated in the first 
place« 

I wint now to j?how that Perlmutter'a second and tbird sources of 
ee are misconceived: in other words, his deep structure is wrong* 
Elsewuere (1972, forthcoming) I have argued at length that th*^ so-called 
'reflexive' in Spanish — despite its etyitt^logical transparency — 
constitutes a mediopassive priradigm and is not to be interpreted as a 
personal pionoun plus active verb. l"^ere are inh<*rently mediopassive 
verbs (coatinuators of the Latin deponents) and transformationally- 
introduced oaediopassives. Medializaticn is triggered in two ways: 
either by passivizing structures containing an (inuuitnate) Objective 
but no Agentive, or, in circumstances 3*3)1 lar to those producing 
ref lexive-prunominalizatioa, by the identity of the Ag^^ntiv© and 
Experiencer or come other case^-relator lower down the hierarchy* The 
difference is that ref lexi ve-pronominalization is obligatory whatever 
the two identical cases, while mediaiization is only obligatory when 
A • E, and optional therea/tero i*'rom; 




we may derive; 

er|c 
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(20) Yo (tnti) compro un sombrero (para mi mismo) 
^Vm buying myself a hat' 

in which rbe mediopassive is optioiial, aud su is the retention of the 
prepositional phrase (for emphasis) ^ but the reClexive-pronomiualization 
is obligatory. There is no: ^lo (me) oompvo un notnbvex'O pava mt^ As 
va have said above^ both are obligatory in A » £ structuresu From: 




past 



Pedro 



I 



we may derive , depending whi.ch traast'ormations we apply: 

(21) Pedro se mato a at miamo 
(2ia)Pedro se mato por sx mismo 
(21b)Pedro mismo se mato 
(21c)Pedro se cutS 

which all convey the basxc meaning that 'Peter killed himself 

Verbs which are Inherently medi%)passivc, and which have to be so 
marked in the lexicon^ participate in a restricted range of constructions. 
They all require immediate Agentive^^^ising — which automatically 
blocks passivization^ and those which permit an Objective, introduce 
it prcpositionil ly , thus doubly blocking passivization. Mort^ovet, the 
exponent of the Agentive c^n never occur as the exnonent of som« otner 
case, £0 there is no source oi re£lexive-pronominali/.ation# Exaisiplos 
might be: 




past 



I 



A ii 

/^\ I 1 

K Nr 0 v» 
por el soldado 



(22) El soldado se, apoltronS 

•The soldier lost his m^rve' (litt acted like .i coward) 



M 

I 

I 
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(23) Felipe se jactc) de su Sxito 

'Philip boastftd of his success** 

The reason th^se structures cannot yield 'passivised' forras is sioply 
that they are passive already: we thus correctly predict the deviance 
of ♦flu exit$ ee Jactd por i'elipe etc. 

Suppose now that we have a verb which logically requires human 
agency (as the vast majority do) and that it is placed in a structure 
with uon expressed. The only grammatical surface structure that can 
be produced is a passive. From: 




we may derive » after paasivization, the denotationally-synonymoua pair: 

(24) f las naranjas se vendicron 

\las naranjas fueron vendidas 
*The oranges were sold.* 

Suppose the same verb, which pre-etai neatly requites human agency, were 
to be placed in a structure with not even an Objercive. Again, a 
granuatical surface form could result via pass ivizat ion: tf«2 vmds^ 
Here ^erlm» r.ter's l>o-aubjectj it is no such thing. The '•jonstruotiou 
had no aubjeoi. either in the deep structure or on the surface. It 
means simp^v, 't.hcre is selling / seiUng U. going on.' Notice that the 
conditions bilready imposed preclude this ^lolution for inherent middles: 
such verbs may not be passivized and, deprived of Laeir Agentives, ali 
derivations block, Wovice too, that this interpretation holds good 
for l.a»-in: veniv& * to come', deprived of an Agentive, may be actualized 
as the iiq>ersonal passive venituTi I'VoficioaC 'to set out', a mid-die 
verb, blocks. 

In effect, this analysis shows chat Peclmutter's second and third 
sources of 80 are only one — and one which is different from eifher 
of his. Se is a separable but intrinsic part of the inflection or the 
middle paratUgm. The odd corollary ia that 3f? is never a pronoun, for 
unlike the oth?»r clitics, m, ta, etc, it does not. have a double identiry 
and func.ion as ui fetonic, non-reflexive, personal pronoun; the third 
person .quivalenw of me in this senje is le. 

Consider now sentences (*10) and (*ll) . Tne machineiy now set up 
correctly predicts their deviance, and cannot generate them. They are 
ungra«iuiti ~al because the *oe se 3equfinc« aust mean they have been 
twice nissi/ized. We need not ha.<> recourse to a SSC to prevent thisj 
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Admittedly, this does not deal with all of rerlmutter's problem 
sentences, but the others are, I think, of a different or^Aer. There 
18 a good deal of disagreement among native speakers as to how many 
clitics, and which permutations, are acceptable. Come v&iLd not 
accept sentence (19) for instance, and I am certain that one of tk* 
sentences which causes Perlmutter most difficulty (a loo genaraUa 
ae Ub da tos hmo: ^s, *Prc gives the honours to the generals') 
would not be gramnatical for any Castilian speaker. Most of the 
other problems would vanish if we had a global rule allowing only 
one cycle of third-person pronominalization (it doesn't matter which) 
when the verb is third-person middle. This would deal with (*i3), 
(*14a) and (*19a). Furthermore, Pcrlmutter neglects to mention an 
even more powerful • sentential pronominalization' which Spanish 
possesses: the reduction of a repeated clause to just a' or no, 
which, though usually optional, I suggest becomes obligatory in such 
sentences as <*13)t 

(13a)A mi se me dio el permiso de ausentariK, pero a Pedro no, 

Per>utter is right: the semantic well-formedness of (*13) is beyond 
daubt, but any Spanish speaker would aay (13a). 

In suimnary, we h.ive proved that in at least one case Pcrlmutter 's 
argument for the neceaHty of SSCs is quite unfounded. The whole 
notion of SSCs deserves a fresh, and very sceptical, examination. 
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